While measures of elasticity of demand are becoming recognized as one of the best ways to assess animal resource requirements, there are a large number of experimental parameters that need to be carefully controlled in order to generate valid data (see Dawkins & Beardsley 1986; Matthews & Ladewig 1994) . In their Commentary, Mason et al. (1998) consider the role of four features of experimental design and propose several alternative or modified designs. The four features they considered important were that: (1) the animals should control the duration of access to the resource; (2) closed economies should be used in preference to open economies; (3) the price paid and amount of resource used must co-vary; (4) the animal perceives costs equivalently for each resource tested. While I wholeheartedly support any discussion that encourages the development of better techniques, not all of the points raised will help in this regard. Point 1 is not consistent with current practice and the arguments in favour of it appear flawed. Points 2, 3 and 4 are, as acknowledged by the authors, not novel but are consistent with current accepted designs (e.g. Matthews & Ladewig 1994). However, some of the information relating to point 2 is inaccurate and requires clarification.
(1) Mason et al. argue that animals will not perform an activity if given insufficient time in which to do so. Of course, in a trivial sense, this is true. The most important point, and one not acknowledged by the authors, is that animals will not work to gain access to situations where a particular response cannot be performed (e.g. hens will not dustbathe on wire floors and will not peck a key to gain access to such environments: Matthews et al. 1995) . Needless to say, under such circumstances, it is not possible to generate a demand curve. Thus, it is critically important that the experimental parameters are selected in such a way as to allow the activities of interest to be perfomed. What the authors have failed to demonstrate is that demand elasticity is influenced by variations in durations of rewards (all of which permit the expression of the target activity). The studies quoted do not provide the required empirical evidence: Hutson (1984) has postulated but not demonstrated such an effect. Furthermore, and in contrast to the claims made by Mason et al., the studies referred to by Matthews & Ladewig (1994) show that variations in time of access to resources for each of several different activities (feeding, drinking, electrical brain stimulation) have no effect on demand elasticity. Thus, given that a reward duration is sufficiently long to be meaningful to the animal, Mason et al. provide no empirical evidence to support their claim that access parameters chosen by the experimenter will influence the value an animal attributes to an activity. If bout length were to be considered an important variable affecting demand elasticity, then the effect of variations in bout length should be systematically investigated for each activity, and not left for the animal to determine as proposed by Mason et al. Above all else, it is critical that access duration is not arbitrarily determined from one reward to the next by the animal, as discussed below. It is not clear from the Commentary whether the authors are proposing that the access duration should be fixed or not.
(2) In contrast with normal convention, the authors appear to be attributing differences between open and closed economies to differences in the period of exposure to the experimental set-up. Conventionally, the critical difference between these two paradigms is the availability of the target resources: if available outside of the experimental situation it is called an open economy; if not available outside it is a closed
